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REMARKS 

The Examiner rejected claims 7-1 1 and 18-20 under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, first paragraph, 
allegedly failing lo comply with die written description requirement. 

The Examiner rejected claims 7-11 under 35 US.C.§103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Leo et al. (6,074,940) in view of Daubenspeek et al. (6,440,834). 

The Examiner rejected claims 18-20 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Daubenspeek etal (6,440,834) in view of Leo et al (6,074,940). 

Applicants respectfully traverse the §1 12 and §103 rejections witt the following 

arguments. 
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« 11 g C qi 12. fi rst paragraph 

The Examiner rejected claims 7-11 and 18-20 under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 

failing to comply with the written description requirement. 

The Examiner rejected claims 7 allegedly because "There is no support in the disclosure 
and in the drawings for first and second mesas directly over the fuse link and directly over the 
first and second vias, as recited in claim 7." In response, Applicants have amended claim 7. 
Applicants would like to note that "above" means being at a higher level, and that "directly 
above" means being at a higher level and being straight above, but not necessarily in direct 
physical contact. The phrase "directly above" in claim 7 can be interpreted in its plain meaning 
as in the real lire statement "a big cloud is directly above us." 

As a result, with reference to FIG. 4 of the patent application, the first and second mesas 
220a and 220b are clearly directly above the fuse link 210' and directly above the first and 
second vias 120a and 120b, respective. Therefore, claim 7 does not fail to comply with the 
written description requirement under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph. 

The Examiner rejected claims 8 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph. Applicants cancel 

claim 8, therefore, the issue is moot. 

The Examiner rejected claims 18 allegedly because "There is no support in the disclosure 
and in the drawings for first and second regions of the first and second oxygen-getter shields 
being directly over the fuse link, such that the fuse link is disposed between the first and second 
regions of the first and second oxygen-getter shields and the first dielectric layer, as recited in 
claim 18." in response, similar to the case of claim 7, Applicants amend claim 18. Again, 
Applicants would like to note that "above" means being at a higher level, and that "directly 
Serial No.: 10/605,885 8 
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above" means 



being at a higher level and being straight above, but not necessarily in direct 



physical contact. 

As a result, with reference to FIG. 8B of the patent application, the first oxygcivgetter 
shield 825a comprises the first region (at top right) which is directly above the fuse link 810'. 
Similarly, the second oxygen-getter shield 825b comprises the second region (at top left) which 
is directly above the fuse link 8 1 0\ In other words, the first and second regions of the first and 
second oxygen-getter shields 825a and 825b are directly above the fuse link 810'. Therefore, 
claim 1 8 does not fail to comply with the written description requirement. 

Based on the preceding arguments, Applicants contend that claims 7, 9-1 1 and 18-20 do 
,ot fait to comply with the written description requirement under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. 
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The Examiner rejected claims 7-11 under 35 U.S.C.§103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Lee et al (6,074,940) in view of Daubenspeck et al. (6,440,834). 

Applicants respectfully contend that claim 7 is not unpatentable over Lee in view of 
Daubenspeck, because Lee in view of Daubenspeck does not teach or suggest each and every 
fcatureofciaim?. For example, Lee in view of Daubenspeck does not teach or suggest the 
feature "the fuse link electrically connecting the first and second vias" of claim 7 (italic 
emphasis added). 

Although Daubenspeck teaches in figure If and related text a fuse link 26 electrically 
connecting** first and second vias 16, there is no motivation or incentive to electrically connect 
the two vias 20 of Lee (FIG. 2A). In fact, Lee even teaches away electrically connecting the two 
vias 20 (FIG. 2A) with the fuse link 40. More specifically, with reference to FIG. 2D of Lee, 
gaps 41 are created so as to electrically disconnect the fuse link 40 from the two vias 20 (column 
2, lines 2-8). Then, in FIG. 2E of Lee, an oxide (a dielectric material) layer 3S is formed to 
ensure the electrical isolation between the fuse link 40 and the two vias 20 (column 2, lines 8-9). 
In other words, Lee teaches away electrically connecting the two vias 20 with the fuse link 40. 

Based on the preceding arguments, Applicants respectfully maintain that claim 7 is not 
unpatentablcover Loo in view of Daubenspeck. and that claim 7 is in condition for allowance. 

The Examiner rejected claim 8 under 35 U.S.C.§103(a). However, Applicants have 
canceled claim 8, therefore, the issue is moot. 
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ThcExamineralsorcjcctocUlaim9.il under 35 U.S.C.§ 103(a). Since claim, 9-11 
depend from claim 7, which is in condition for allowance as argued above, Applicants contend 
thai claims 9-11 are likewise in condition for allowance. 

The Examiner rejected claims 18-20 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Daubcnspcck « al (6,440,834) in view of Leo et al. (6,074,940). 

Applicants respectfully contend that claim 18 is not unpatentable over Daubenspeck in 
view of Lee, because Daubenspeck in view of Lee docs not teach or suggest each and every 
feature of claim 18. Lor example, Daubenspeck in view of Lac does not teach or suggest the 
feature "first and second regions of the first and second oxygen-getter shields, respectively, are 
directly above the fuse link" of claim 18 (italic emphasis added). 

In Daubenspeck, FIG. 1(f), no portion of the first and second oxygen-getter shields 20a 
and 20b is directly above the fuse link 26. In Lee, in FIG. 2A, contrary to the Examiner's 
statement, no portion of the first and second oxygen-getter shields 30 (which are directly above 
the two vias 20) is directly above fuse link 40. There arc two regions 30 directly above the fuse 
link 40. However, these two regions 30 are not directly above the two vias 20 and therefore 
cannot be considered the first and second oxygen-getter shields for the purpose of rejecting claim 
18. As a result, Daubenspeck in view of Lee does not teach or suggest the feature 'first end 
second regions of the first and second oxygen-getter shields, respectively, are directly above the 
fuse link" of claim 18 (italic emphasis added). 

The Examiner alleged that the fuse link in Daubenspeck, FIG. 1(f), may be longer in 
some applications and therefore would result in "fin* and second regions of the first and second 
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oxygcn-gellcr shield* being ditcclly over the fuse fink." Applicants respectfully disagr*. In 
Paubcnapccl, FIG. HO, even if ft. lb. .ink 26 is extended longer, I. fi.se link 26 wou!d push 
0,0 first and second oxygen-gctter shields 20a and 20b Bother apart, and still no portion ofthc 
first and second oxygen-getter shields 20a and 20b would be directly above Una fuse link 26 as 
daitned in claim 1 8. This is so because the fuse link 26 is formed aligned with the fir,, and 
second oxygen-gener shields 20a and 20b (FIC, l(d)-l«>- ™. is contrary to 0,0 Examiner's 
statement that "longer fuse would result firs, and second regions of fire first and second 
oxygen-getter shields being directly over the fuse link." 

Baaed oh the preceding arguments, Applicants respectfully maintain tha, claim 18 is not 
unpatentable over Daubcnspcck in view of Lee, and that claim 18 is in condition for allowance. 

The Bxaminer rejected claim 19. Since claim 19 depends from claim 18, Applicants 
contend that claim 19 is likewise in condition for allowance. 

Moreover, the Examiner rejected claim 19 aUegedly because "prior art's device 
comprising a firs, mm ana a mmi mesa 20a. 20b being directly over and in dime, physical 
contact with the first and second oxygen-getter shields, respectively" (italic emphasis added). In 
response. Applicants respectfully note that earlier the Bxaminer used regions 20a and 20b of 
Daubenspeck (FIG. 1 f) to teach ami suggest Ore first and second oxygcn-gctter shields of claim 
, 8. Now, the Examiner uses the same region* 20a and 20b of Daubenspeck (FIG. 10 .0 teach 
and suggest the first and second mesas of claim 19. Because one feature in the prior art carmot 
be used to teach or suggea, two separate features in a claim, Applicants contend that claim 19 is 
in condition for allowance. 
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The Examiner rejected claim 20. Since claim 20 depends from claim 18, Applicants 
contend that claim 20 is likewise in condition for allowance. 
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CONCLUSION 

Based on the preceding arguments, Applicants respectfully believe that all pending 
claims and the entire application meet the acceptance criteria for allowance and therefore request 
favorable action. If the Examiner believes that anything further would be helpful to place the 
application in better condition for allowance, Applicants invites the Examiner to contact 
Applicants'representativeatthetekphonenumbertistedbelow. The Director is hereby 

authorized to charge and/or credit Deposit Account 09-0456. 



Date: ^ < - 200* ^U^J^f^ 
I Khoi D. Nfiuvcn u 



Khoi D. Nguyen 
Registration No. 47,820 



Schmciser, Olsen & Watts 
3 Lear Jet Lane, Suite 201 
Uihani, New York 12110 
(518)220-1850 
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